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FCC Mall Room 

1 am wrinn, you today to express my K'IWB COIfCern regardiq the marta of acquisition ofT ~obile 
by A TT. I know that you are a very busy person and have mmy odier important and pressing matters, but 
I believe that the above-mentioned acquisition is of great importance to the American people and 
economy as well 

You know very well that one reason why our economy is so big and strong is due to our unshakable 
belief iD fundameotal psiplcs of free market economy and its core principal of free an4 fair 
cO"'J'f!lition - that is why almost all goods and services here in the US are cheaper than in o1he( OECD 
countries - we have competition! You know that competition brinp down prices and raises quality. 
whiJe, at the same lime, keeping all manufacturers on their toes to produce even better and even cheaper 
goods. If you have recently travelled to Europe or Russia, you mipt have noticed that celt phone service 
in those countries is nowhere near in quality or price to what we have here in the US, because chose 
countries don', bave the reptllions in place. which would guarantee free and fair competition. 

If no action i, taken and if Department of Justice and FCC do approve the above-mentioned 
acquisition. the competition in me cellular communications industry in the US will cease to exist, leaving 
only two big monsters an its wake: A Tf and Verizon, and since they usc different technologies (A IT = 
GSM. Verizon = CDMA), de facto, they will become monopolies; the prices of everything connected 
with cell phonea will go up, while the quality will ddcriorate over time, be<:ausc neither of die companiea 
will have any inc,nIiwI to spend any additional penny (from their corporate profits) to keep and improve 
existing infrastructure. If T -Mobile goes, Sprint wi II not be able to withstand the pressure &om A IT and 
Verimn and will very soon crumble, leaving the people of this great country with virtually no choice or, 
more importantly, no SAY and INFLUECE on the quality and prices ofthc ceUular communic:a1ions and 
devius. We aU will become victims of two huge monopolies, who will not hesitate to bully us in every 
way imaginable in order to sqlJe.e'U as much money from us as possible. 

I have been aT-Mobile customer for more than 8 years by'now; in f&Ct. T -Mobile was my tirst and 
only cellular communications provider, and do you know why? Because for all those years T -Mobile 
provided me with stellar and unmatched customer servitO:e and call quality. For all those 8 years T-Mobile 
was, by a large margin, cbeaper mati any other nationwide provider, yet it was able to maintain the lowest 
prices, the highest level of customer service. excellent call qualicy and wunatthr.d tcmnologica.l 
performance. as is evident from many J.D. Power awards for the best customer service, wlUch T -Mobile 
won for many years in row. 

If A IT docs acquire T -Mobile, what we will get is more A IT. Ever since Cingular Wireless (later 
bought by A IT) came into existence. its call quality was anywhere from bad to horrible (as was Sprint's). 
A ITs customer service wasn', any better either. Traditionally. the prices of A IT match those of Verizon 
and we know that Verizon is the most expensive (without any foundation as to why) wireless cellular 
service in the US and hu always been so. The prices ofbotb ATf and Verizon have always been much 
higher than those of T -Mobile and stj II are today Oust check their respective wcbsites). yet the service 
those companies provide to their customers is usually worse than that ofT-Mobile. I have many friends, 
who. for various reasons, over the years, decided to go with A TT and Verizon. and for all those years 
they complained to me about the horrible call quality. ridiculous customer service or simply the excessive 
chw.Jing done by those companies. 

And lastly, a few words about the details of the acquisition itself, Recently, I have read an article 
about the above-mentioned acquisition (copy attached to this letter), which summarizes many oCthe 

wrongs~~ ills of letting this deal to go through. While A IT can say whatever i~. ~~~~~ ~~'(f .. _.L 
li;: .... :", : ()~. 



ioMp nd ot r tuile . and much nlore. 
except to eliminate the competition! 

Please do everything in your power to keep the competition alive in the American economy! 
Acquisition ofT-Mobile by ATT wi1l be an enormous mistake and a huge setback not only to the wireless 
communications industry, but to the heart of American economy itself. 

I DON'T WANT MONOPOLIES!!! 
I DON'T WANT HORRIBLE CUSTOMER SERVICE AND NONEXISTENT CALL QUALITY!!! 

I DON'T WANT UIGH PRICES, ESPECIALLY FOR BAD SERVICE!!! 

Please, keep T-Mobile alive. and with it free and fair competition. low and affordable prices and 
excellent service at those prices. For the last 8 years, NO COMPANY came even close to provide such 
excellent service at those very affordable prices as T-Mobile. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Artak Karapetyan .K. ____ ~~ ____ ----_ 



REDACTED 

The attached letter was filed by AT&T Inc. with a 
request for confidentiality pursuant to the 

protective orders in WT Docket No. 11-65 and 
has been redacted from the public version of this 

filing by F.C.C. staff. See generally 47 C.F.R. 
sec. 0.459. 
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Leaked AT8L T ~ at t 
letter Demolishes ~ Ii 
Case For T ·Mobile 
Merger 
Lawyer Accidentally Decimates 
AT&T's #1 Talking Point 
by ~ar1 Bod. Fr'day 12-Aug·2011 tags: coverage 
bU5t"eS~ bdlluvvldth· C0115lJm@rs AT&. T 

Yesterday a partially-reClacred docume~t (pdf) 

briefly appeared on the FCC website -accidentally 

posted by a law firm INOrking for AT&T on the 539 

bUlion T·Mobile deal (some\lltlere there's a 

paralegal looking for work today). While AT&T 

engaged in damage control telling reporters that the document contained no new information - our review 

of the doc shows thafs simply not true Data in the lener undermines AT& rs primary justification for the 

massive deal. wtlile highlighting how AT&T is willing to pay a huge premium simply to reduce competition 

and keep T -Mobile out of Sprint's hands 

We've previously Qi~ how AT& rs claims of job gains and network investment gained by the deal 

aren't true, with overall network investment actually being reduced with the elimination of T -Mobile. While 

AT&T and the CWA are busy telling regulators the deal will increase network investment by $8 biltion, oLA 

of the other side of their mouth AT&T has been telWng investors the deal will reduce investment by $10 

bil60n over 6 years. Based on historical averages T-Mobile lNOuld have invested 518 b~lion during thai lime 

frame, wtlich means an overall reduction in investment. 

Vet to get the deal approved, AT&T's key talking point to regulators and the press has been the claim that 

they need T -Mobile to increase LTE nellNOrk coverage from 80% to 97°,(, of the population. Except ~ has 

grown increasingly clear that AT&T doesn't need T-Mobile to accomplish much of anything, and Ukely 

lNOuid have arrived at 97% simply to keep pace with Verizon. AT&T, who has fewer customers and more 

spectrum than Verizon (or any other company for that matter), has aU the resources and spectrum they 

need for uniform LTE coverage without this deal 

For the first lime the tener pegs the cost of bringing AT&T's LTE 

coverage from 80% to 97% at $3 8 biiNon - quite a cost difference 

from the $39 bilUon price tag on the T-Mobde deal The push for 

97% coverage apparently came from AT&T marketing, who was well 

aware that leaving LTE investmenc at 80% would leave them at a 

competitive disadvantage to Verizon Marketing likely didn't want a 

repeat of the Lul<e Wilscn map fiasco of a few years back, when 

Verizon made AT&T look foolish for poor 3G coverage 

AT&T 

The lener also notes that AT & T's ! upposed decision to "nor' build out L TE \0 97% was cemented during 

the tnt week of January, yet publiC documents (pdf) indicate \hat at the same time AT& T was already 

considering buying T -Mobile. having proposed the deal to Deutsche Telekom on January 15. In the letter, 

AT&T tlies to make it seem li<e the decision to hold off on that 17% LTE expansion was based on costs 

Yet the fact the company was willing to shell out $39 billion one week later, combined with AT&T's track 

record with these kinds of tactics, suggests AT&T executives knew that 80-97% expansion promise would 

be a useful carrot on a stick for politicians. 

8/22120 II 8:42 PM 



Leaked AT&T Letter Demolishes Case For T-Mobile Merger - Lawyer ... hnp:llwww.dslrepons.conVsoownewslL.eaked-ATI-Letter-Derrolishes ... 

While the $39 billion price certainly delivers AT&T customers. equipment, employees, and spectrum, 

most of T-Mobile's networK replicates AT&T's existing resources in millor markets, and T -Mobile's networ1< 

is significantly less robust in rural marKels where AT&T would want to expand While the deal provides 

AT&T with a shortcullo sluggish tower builds in a few select markets, by and large AT&T wil be faced with 

terminating many redundant pos~ions and decommissioning a lot of duplicative equipment They'll also 

h8\le \0 close a large number of re tad operat ions and independent retailers 

Again, \he reality appears to be that AT&T is giving Deutsche Telekom $39 billion primarily to reduce 

marKet eompel.ion That plice tag eliminates T-Mobile entirely - ard makes Splint (and by proxy new L TE 

partner L!Qht~quarIlQ and current partner Clearwire) more susceptible to failure in the face of 80% 

AT& TNerizon market domination How much do you think wireless broadband martlet dominance is worth 

to AT&T over the next decade? After all, AT&T wil be first to tel you there's a wireless data "tsunami" 

coming, with AT&T and Verizon on the shore eagerly billing users up to $10 per gigabyte. 

Regardless of the motivation behind rejecting 97% LTE deployment, the letter proves AT&T's claim they 

need T -Mobile to improve LTE coverage from 80-97% simply isn't true. Thai's a huge problem for AT&T, 

since nearly every politician and noo-profit that has voiced support for tile merger did so based largely on 

this buildout promise It's also a problem when it comes to the DOJ review, since proof that AT & T could 

complete \heir LTE build for far less than the cost of this deal means the deal doesn't meet the DOJ's 

standard for merger-specific benefits 

Updale: We've included the document above after numerous requests We'U also note that AT&T is tel.ng 

news organizations like PC Mag,wne that this doc was ·consistent with plior fMings," which simply isn't true 

The document, again, highlights for the first time ItIat AT& T clearly doesn't need T-Mobile to deliver LTE to 

97% of the population 

Updalle 2: AT&T's response to the fact their lawyer accidentally posted a document that indicates AT& T 

has been lying? 6Qparenlly It'S to he about it 
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